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~ Isabel Rodr1gues Remedial Project Manager
* Western NY Remediation Section

- US Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20th Floor .
New York, New York 10007-1866

.'Re: Village of Union Springs :
Water Supply Contamination

Dear Ms. Rodrigues: ‘

Thank you for your willingness to meet to discuss the water contamination issue
facing the Village of Union Springs on Wednesday, November 14, 2012 at
10:00 am. The following individuals are confirmed to attend:

o Isabel Rodr1gues Remedial PI’O_]eCt Manager-U S. EPA
e Eileen O’ Connor, D1rector—Env1ronmental Health D1V151on— Cayuga County
Department of Health '
- o Kenneth Lynch Regional D1rector-New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation
Mayor Johan Lehtonen-Vlllage of Union Sprmgs -
'Robert Kneaskern, Superintendent of Public Works Vlllage of Union Sprmgs
. Ryan Colvin, President of MRB Group
Joan Grela, Chief of Staff- Senator Mike Nozzoho

Agam the details of the meetmg are as follows:
Date: Wednesday, November 14,2012
Time: 10:00 AM
Place: Village Hall
26 Chapel Street

Seneca FalF1 ll§pﬁ.§ Sgerllgae W XQ’XE L%)]Sgg&é FAX: (315) 568-2090

Albany: Room 412, Legislative Office Building, Albany, NY 12247 » (518) 455-2366 * FAX: (518) 426-6953
. Toll Free # 1-888-568-9816
www.nozzolio.nysenate.gov * nozzolio@nysenate.gov
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" Enclosed'is a c'opy of an information packet that was prepared by MRB Group in
preparation for this meeting. Thank you for your interest in this very important issue..

With best wishes. | |

ichael 'F.‘ Nozzolio,
Senator, 54th District
MN/jsg/lms ,



www.mrbgroup.com

- a Engineering, Architecture, Surveying, P.C.

October 5, 2012

Ms. Joan Grela, Chief of Staff

Office of State Senator Michael F Nozzolio
119 Fall Street

Seneca Falls, NY 13148

RE:  DOCUMENT TRANSMITTAL
VILLAGE OF UNION SPRINGS - DRINKING WATER SUPPLY CONTAMINATION
MRB ProJECT NO. 2006.12000.000

Dear Ms. Grela:

Thank you for your fime yesterday discussing the contamination of the drinking water
supply for the Village of Union Springs. As we discussed, the EPA has recently issued a
- Proposed Plan to address the contamination. The Proposed Plan identified a facility
owned by General Electric as the source of volatile organic compound contamination
of the Village's groundwater supply used to provide drinking water to the Village and
the surrounding area. In 2001, as @ result of the contamination, the Village was required
. toinstall an air stripper system to remove these contaminants from ’rhewwoz‘er supply -
‘prior - to dehvery to n‘s cusfomers and has been operohng fhe air sfnpper since. Thof time. -

The Village is concemed that the Proposed Plan lssued by the EPA has not specifically
addressed the contamination of the Village's water supply, nor has the EPA offered to
assist the Village in the costs they have incurred and will incur in the continued _

~ operation of the air stripper system: In addition, the Cayuga County Health Department
indicated that a second air stripper is required to provide backup to the existing air
stripper and that an additional generator is required to adequately power the facility in
the event of a power failure. These additional capital expenditures by the Village -
combined with expenditures to date plus continued operating costs, could approach
$4 million. This is a large burden for a community of this size. The Village believesit is
unfair that they should be burdened with this cos’r to address contamination which has
been attributed to General Electric.

We have compiled the attached background documents for your information. The

Village would-appreciate any assistance your office can provide in working with the
EPA and the responsible por’nes in addressing Th|s issue for the Village.

.SOLUTIONS You CAN TRUST

The Culver Road Armory - 145 Culver Road, Suite 160, Rochester, NY 14620 - 585-381-92503 FAX 585-381-1008



Ms. Joan Grela, Chief Of Staff -
Office of State Senator Michael F. Nozzolio
' RE: VILLAGE OF UNION SPRINGS -
DRINKING WATER SUPPLY CONTAMINATION

PAGE2
Pledse do not hesitate to contact mé or Mr. Tom Caponi at MRB Group in Rochester, or

Mayor Lehtonen or Mr. Robert Kneaskern af the Village, if you have any questions or
require additional information. Thank you again for your support and your aftention to
N

this impoftant matter. .

yan T, Colvin, P.E. : ‘ Thomas E. Caponi, P.E.

Sin erely,

President ' Project Manager
| A’r’rochmem‘s

1) Photographs of the Air Stripper System installed by the Village in 2001
2) Letter dated January 3, 2001 from Edward C. Trufant, Mayor, Village of Union Springs -
to Senator Michael F. Nozzolio.
3) Letter dated January 11, 2001 from Senator Mlchoe/ F. Nozzolio to Edward C. Trufant,
‘ Mayor, Village of Union Springs.
4] Letter dated January 30, 2001 from Senator Michael F. Nozzoho fo Edward C. Trufant,
Mayor, V/Ilage of Union Springs. _
5] Leftter dated February 15, 2001 from Senator M/chcel F. Nozzollo to Edward C
- Trufant, Mayor, Village of Union Sprmgs '
6) Letter dated March 22,2001 from Senator M/choel F. NOZZO/IO To Edword C Trufc:m‘
- Mayor, Village of Union Springs. _ :
7) Letter dated April 10, 2001 from Edward C Trufant, Mayor, Vlllage of Union Springs to
" Senator Michael F. Nozzolio.
. 8] Letter dated March 24, 2004, regordlng Tolling Agreemem‘ was never execufed by
- General Electric.
9] Site Description, Cayuga County Groundwater Contamination Site, EPA Region 2,
February 2, 2011.
10) Proposed Plan, Cayuga County Groundwofer Contamination Superfund Site, US
' Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2, July, 2012.
) Letter dated August 6, 2012 from Eileen A. O'Connor, P.E., Cayuga County Heolfh
Department to Isabel R. Rodriguez, Remedial Project Manager, US EPA.
12) Letter dated September 14, 2012 from Johan Lehtonen, Mayor, Village of Union
Springs to Isabel R. Rodriguez, Remedial Project Manager, US EPA. ‘ -
13} News Release issued by US EPA, Reglon 2, received by Un/on Springs September 19,
2012. :

cc:  Honorable Johan Lehtonen, Mayor, Village of Union Springs
Mr. Robert Kneaskern, Superin.tendcm’r of Public Works, Village of Union Springs -

N:A2006.12000 000\CORRES\Letter of Transmittal 10052011.doc

OCTOBER 5,2012 . :



Union Springs, NY
o “Photos of Air Stripper System on
Municipal Drlnklng WoTer Groundwater Supply

Photo 1 - Alr Stripper building with Well No. 1 and Generator building in background



Photo 3 - Blower for air stripper unit

P —

_ " Photo 4 Exns‘nng genero’ror
(no’re generator does not have sufﬂaem‘ capacity to power the air sTnpper)



Billage of Hnion Bprings
o B®.Boxss
Hrion Springs, Nefw Pork 13160

INCORPORATED 1848
(315) 889-7341 » Jax (315) 889-7342

January 3, 2001

Honorable Michael F. Nozzolio
Seneca Falls Office '

119 Fall Street

Seneca Falls, NY 13148

Re: Member Item Request
Dear Senator Nozzolio:

As you are well aware, the Vlllage of Union Spnngs is attemptmg, by order of the
Cayuga County Health Department, to correct an on gomg water contamination problem.
The presence of unacceptable levels of volatile organics in the Union Springs water
supply has been monitored since the late-1980s. The recent DEC- investigation has shown
that the Village is not the source of these contaminants, and yet we are being asked to-
shoulder the cost of correcting this situation. To that end, the Vlllage is currently
constructing an air stripper tower to remove the volatile organic contaminants from their
drinking water supply and is expecting the project to be completed by March of this year.

Enclosed is the information to complete the member item request. We would appreciate
'your immediate attention to this matter. The Village has been unable to obtain any '
funding from any other sources. Because the Village is not responsible for this
contamination, the Board of Trustees feels it is unfair to ask residents to finance the total
- project which will significantly increase our water rates . Therefore we are submitting
this request asking for your help.

Thank you for your antxcxpated cooperatlon in securing fundmg for this much-necded
project.

. Sincerely,

Nt



MICHAEL F. NOZZOLIO

SENATOR, 53RD DISTRICT ’

S~ CHAIRMAN
CRIME VICTIMS,
' CRIME & CORRECTION COMMITTEE

COMMITTEES
ALCOHOLISM & DRUG ABUSE
BANKS
CONSUMER PROTECT!ON
MENTAL HEALTH

RACING, GAMING & WAGERING

TOURISM, RECREATION &
- SPORTS DEVELOPMENT

ALBANY OFFICE
o ROOM 902
LEGISLATIVE OFFICE BUILDING
ALBANY. NY 12247
< 42000 (518) 4552366
SENECAFALLS OFFICE
s+ 119 FALL STREET
SENECA FALLS, NY 13148
(315) 5689816

LYONS OFFICE
10 LEACH ROAD
LYONS. NY 14489

(315) 946-4948

January 1 1; 2001 TOLL FREE # 1-888-568-9816
. : E-MAIL:NOZZOLIO@SENATE.STATE.NY.US

THE SENATE
STATE OF NEW YORK
ALBANY 12247

TRANSPORTATION

Honorable Edward Trufant
Mayor, Village of Union Springs
PO Box 99 -

Union Springs, New York 13160

Dear Ed:

Thank you for your recent letter requesting member initiative fundmg to assist the
Village of Union Springs in constructmg an a1r stnpper tower to improve the water
~ quality for Vlllage residents.

You can be assured that I will continue to work with federal, state and local
representatives to seek a reasonable solution to the loss of safe, potable water in
Cayuga County. I will also continue to work with Assemblyman Gary Finch to
'secure whatever state resources may be available.

In the meantime, please don't he31tate to contact me if I can be of further
a551stance

With best wishes.
Sincerely,

Michael F. Nozzolio,
‘Senator, 53rd District

MN/klr-d



MICHAEL F. NOZZOLIO -
.SENATOR. 53RD DISTRICT

AEBANY OFFICE
5 ROOM 902
LEGISLATIVE GFFICE BUILDING

CHAIRMAN _ ALBANY; NY 12247
CRIME & chéfg;c\ﬁgim%wmag | ' fH E SENA E e blE oo
A . ' . - ‘ ‘ TE o .. SENECA FALLS OFFICE
COMMITTEES STATE OF NEW YORK . "' 119 FALL STREET
ALCOHOLISM & DRUG ABUSE : - , ' . . SENECAFALLS.NY 13148
RANKS ’ ALBAN,Y 12247 (315) 5689816
CONSUMER PROTECTION , 7 ‘ ~ LYONS OFFICE
MENTAL HEALTH . S | anuary 30, 2001 o o 10'LEACH ROAD
RACING, GAMING & WAGERING ' o ' LYONS, NY 14489
_ . GAN . ) (315)946-4948
TOURISM, RECREATION & - . ~
SPORTS DEVELOPMENT _ ‘ o ' . : TOLL FREE # 1-888-568-9816
TRANSPORTATION . . , E-MAIL:NOZZOLIO@SENATE STATE.NY US
, _ : : WWW SENATORNOZZOLIO.COM
Edward Trufant, Mayor . '
Village of Union Springs

Union Springs, New York 13160 - LT
Dear Edward:

Thank you for contacting me to share your concerns regarding the Village’s application for
the State Revolving Fund’s Intended Use Plan for improvements to your water system. As

-~ always, it was a pleasure to hear from you and I appreciate the opportunity to be of . =
assistance. | | o . - |

You should be pleased to know that T have contacted the Environmental Facilities
Corporation and requested an expedited reevaluation of your application. The reevaluation of
your score and your project will be presented during the next round of applications in
October. In the meantime, please know that I have received your request for a $50,000
member item for the Water Remediation Project and it will be given every consideration as -
my Senate colleagues and I work on this year’s State Budget. * - '

* Once again, thank you for taking the time to contact me. The concerns and interests of my
constituents are of the utmost importance to me and I ask that you never hesitate to contact
me if I may be of any further assistance with this or any other matter.

With best wishes.

Sincerely,

: , . Michael F. Nozzolio
MN/jw R Senatorp3rd District

AEAY



ALBANY OFFICE
“ "ROOM 902
LEGISLATIVE OFFICE BUILDING
ALBANY, NY 12247

MICHAEL F. NOZZOLIO
SENATOR, 53RD DISTRICT

. CHAIRMAN
= CRIMEVICTIMS, : Ciee o (518)455-2366
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EES ' : / YORK - - 119 FALL STREET
COMMITTEES STATE OF NEW , _
: ' : SENECA FALLS, NY 13148
ALCOHOLISM & DRUG ABUSE _ ALBANY 12247 _ (315] 568815
BANKS . . '
: - F . LYONS OFFICE
- CONSUMER PROTECTION ebruary 15, 2001 _ 10 LEACH ROAD
MENTAL HEALTH . . LYONS. NY 14489
* RACING, GAMING & WAGERING o : (315) 946-4948
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Honorable Edward C. Trufant

- Mayor, Village of Union Springs
P.O. Box 99
Union Springs, New York 13160

- Re: Member Item Request
Dear Ed: |
Thank you for your recent call to my Seneca Falls office.

Joan relayed your concerns to me. I understand and respect your desire to do -
o everything possible to minimize the cost to your constituents of a project to remove
g harmful contaminants from Village water. :

In an effort to try to determine why Union Springs’ application for Bond Act
Funding has not been approved, I contacted Eileen O’Connor of the Cayuga County
Health Department who advises that because Union Springs has a municipal water
system, your application did not receive a score high enough for funding. '

You certainly have my full commitment to do everything I can to help identify any
- . . potential funding for this critically important endeavor. I have also communicated -
my support for your proposal to the Department of Environmental Conservation and
~will consider your request for additional funding when the New York State budget is
reviewed in April. - , o '

Please continue to contact me whenever you have a concern or an issue to discuss.

'With best wishes.

- Sincerely, S

7 | Michael F".:'No_zzolio,
- MN/jsg/klr-d _ ~ Senator, 53rd District

Y



 MICHAEL F. NOZZOLIO
SENATOR, 53RD DISTRICT

e CHAIRMAN
o CRIME VICTIMS,
CRIME & CORRECTION COMMITTEE

COMMITTEES
-"ALCOHOLISM & DRUG ABUSE
BANKS ‘
CONSUMER PROTECTION
MENTAL HEALTH
RACING. GAMING & WAGERING

TOURISM, RECREATION &
SPORTS DEVELOPMENT -

) TRANSPORTATION

‘Honorable Edward Trufant

THE-SENATE

STATE OF NEW YORK - - :

ALBANY 12247

March 22,.2001

Mayor, Village of Umon Spnngs

PO Box 99

Union Springs, New York 13160

Dear Ed:

ALBANY OFFICE

© ROOM 902
ATIVE OFFICE BUILDING
ALBANY, NY 12247

¢ (51814552366

. SEM—.CJ\ FALLS OFFICE
e w2} 19 FALL STREET
SENECA FALLS. NY 13148
{315} 568-9816
LYONS, OFFICE
10 LEACH ROAD
LYONS. NY 14489
(315) 946-4948

"TOLL FREE # 1-888-568-9816
E-MAIL:NOZZOLIO@SENATE. STATE.NY.US
WWW SENATORNOZZOLIO COM

It was a pleasure to have the chance to épeak with you directly this week about the
Village of Union Springs and your request'for state assistance. Our discussion was
helpful to me in clarifying the use of the prev1ous funding which was secured for

the Town of Springport.

Asl indicated ‘a'lthough I believe I have been very successful in bringing critical

state funding to your area, I will certainly do everything I can to identify additional

" resources to your project.

. ‘With best wishes.

A Sincerely,

Michael F. Nozzolio,
- Senator, 53rd District

~a




Billage of nion ﬁprtngz
' H.®. Box 99
" Mnion Springs, Netw "lgurk_ 13160

. ‘ INCORPORATED 1848
(315) 889-7341 * Hax (315) 889-7342

April 10, 2001

’ -The Honorable Senator Mlchael Nozzolio
119 Fall Street
Seneca Falls, NY 13148

Dear Senator Nozzoiio:

~ It truly was an honor to speak to you one on one about the Village of Union Springs and its
need for help in the way of funding. This project w11[ put a real strain on the people of the
Village.

~ You certainly have been very successful funding projects in our area. Even though this was"
" not direct funding for the Village, it is my feeling that the water and sewer projects that you
helped with will be beneficial to the whole region. However, it is my belief that the water -
contamination situation we are faced with here should be considered an emergency and not
just an improvement to our system

Mike, I would not be doing my job if I did not keep looking for ways to fund this project. I
have also heard that all of the money you and Gary Finch had secured for homeowners with
low levels of contaminants ($100,000) was not all used. I was curious if this money is still
available and if it is can it be shifted over to our to our project.

I would appreciate a response to this question as soon as possible. Thank you for looking into
this matter. If you have any questions, please contact me at the Village office at 889-7341.

' Sincerely,

Edward C. Truf: v ‘ _ : _
Mayor . ) a &
cc Assemblyman Gary Finch

mk



| ﬁiﬂ&gn of Hnion a%pringz
| H.6. Box 99 A
Union Springs, Netn Pork 13 160

~ INCORPORATED 1848

(315) 889-7341 * Hax (315) 889- 7342
TDD 1-800-662-1220

March 24, 2004

Hiscock & Barclay, LLP -

Attention: Michael Oropallo, Esq.
Financial Plaza, 221 South Warren St.
P.O. Box 4878 "

Syracuse, NY 13221-4878

- Re: Tolling Agreement — Village of Union Springs v. General Electric, etal
~ Dear M. Oropallo:

» Enclosed is the tolling agreement as referenced above signed by Mayor Edward Trufant.
Mayor Trufant had authorization to sign the agreement from: the Village Board at our
March 18, 2004 . meeting and it is recorded in the minutes.’

If you need further information, please feel free to contact me. The Vlllage office hours
- are Monday through Thursday, 9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.

Smcerely,

‘Mpé% a@zz;h |

Melinda R. Kostreva -
Clerk/Treasurer

 This is an Equal Opportumly Program. Discrimination is prohszted by Federal Law. Complaints of discrimination may be filed with
USDA, Dlrector Office of Civil Rights Room 326~W Whitten Building, 1400 Independence Ave., SW, Wa.s-hmgton. DC 20250-9410



"MICHAEL A. EIRDP’AL.LD
| PARTNER o : .

NS

FINANCIAL PLAZA /v221 SOUTH WARREN STREET - ‘ o ' . DIRECT DIAL 315.425.2831
POST OFFICE BOX 4878 / SYRACUSE / NEW YORK 13221-4878 ' B . DIRECT FAX 315.703.7367

T315.422.2131/F 315.472.3059 _ _MOROPALLO@HISCOCKBARCLAY.COM
) ‘ ' : ALSO ADMITTED IN: PENNSYLVANIA

February 24, 2004

Edward Trufant - ’ ’ .
Mayor, Village of Union Springs ‘
P.O. Box 99 ' o

Union Springs, NY 13160 '

Re:  Village of Union Springs v. General Electric, et al
-Dear Ed:

Rather than institute action against GE and Powerex, the enclosed Tolling Agreement
provides us with protection against the statute of limitations running. In other words, we will
-have until January 1, 2005 to institute. an action or renew the Tolling Agreement. In the
meantime, we will get more information on the investigation into the source of the.
contamination, and be able to discuss potential resolution of the matter. :

Please give me a call with any questions you have.
Thank you fdr your attention to this matter.

o Very truly yours,

%/ A7)
jeflaclA. Propallo

MAQO:dac
Enclosure

SYLIBO1\379030\1

WWW.HISCOCKBARCLAY.COM




SUFFALO * RUOCHESTER * SYRACHUSE *» ALBANY ¢ NEW YORK

-MICHAEL A. DRDPALLD
PARTNER

FINANCIAL PLAZA / 221 SOUTH WARREN STREET . : : ‘ DIRECT DIAL 315.425.2831

POST OFFICE BOX 4878 / SYRACUSE /' NEW YORK 13221-4878 . DIRECT FAX 315.703.7367
T315.422.2131/F 315.472.3059 . . MOROPALLO@HISCOCKBARCLAY.COM
’ . : ~ ALSO ADMITTED IN: PENNSYLVANIA

February 24,2004 -

VIA FACSIMILE (518) 438-9914

Dean S. Sommer, Esq.

Young, Sommer, Ward, Ritzenberg, Wooley, Baker & Moore, LLC
Executive Woods, Five Palisades Drive

Albany, New York 12205

Re: Village of Union Springs v. General Electric, et al

Dear Dean:

Per our conversatlons attached is a proposed Tolling Agreement for execution by a
representative of General Electric/Powerex. Please give me a call to discuss any questlons
changes or modifications that you have.

Thank you for your courtesies in this regard.

Very truly yours,

_ Michael A. Oropallo
MAO:dac
Attachment
Cbee: v

v/Enclosure)

12 Regular Mai

- SYLIBOI\375194\1 -

WWW.HISCOCKBARCLAY.COM




TOLLING AGREEMENT

WI{EREAS, The \;ﬂlége of | Union Springs (“Village™) having llotiﬁed “General
Electric/Powerex (“GE”) of the Village’s intent to pursue remedies for damage and expenses
incurred by‘ the Village pursuant (to éontaminatiorl of 1ts y&atcr supply, among other things; and

- WHEREAS, GE acknowledges receipl of the abovefreferenced notice; and

WHEREAS, the Village and GE have participated in discusvsio.ns concerning lhe matter;
and | | | |

WHEREAS, it 1s the mufual intent of the Villa'g¢ and GE to defér any litigal:ion or claims

: by the Village Witll_out theréby alterixlg the claims or d_éfensés available to the partiés, except as
specifically provided herein; and | |
' WIIEREAS, the l/'illage will forego the filing and cbxl_amencement of an aétion or,
| : proceeding in the Northern District of New York, pursuant to CERCLA, RCRA émd other causes |
of actlon, and in consideration thérebf, GE 'oﬁ_’erS to enter lntb this Tolling Agreement;
NOW, THEREFORE, the Village and GE stipulate and agree as follows:
1.  That 1n (mmputlng the time period by which the Village may file an action, the
time between March 11, 2003 and January 1, 2005 (the Tolling Period) shall not
be include'd. | o
2. GE agrees not to assert, plead br raise in any fashioh whatsoever, whether by
arlswér, motiqn or otherwise, ‘in any action with reépect to any ac;,tion or
" proceeding the Village may initiate against GE in this matter, any defense or
avoidance based on the ¢xpiratic_:n or running of ally statute of lllnitations during

the Tolling Period.

. SYLIB011379006\1




" SYLIBO1\379006\1

The execution of this Tolling Agreement does not constitute a waiver on the part
of GE of any statute of limitations or laches defense except to the extent

- specifically provided by this Tolling Agreement. The execution of this'Tolling .

Agreement does not constitute an admiésion or acknowledgement of any liability

on the pérf of the Village or that any statute of limitations, or similar défense |

concerning the timeliness of commencing an action or proceeding, is applicable to

any claim of the Village with respect to this matter.

GE expressly reserves all rights which it may have in law or equity, except as set

forth in this Tolling Agreement, to contest or defend any claim or cause of action

the Viﬂage may assert or initiate against GE in any suit, action or proceeding.

The Village agrees not to institute against GE an action or proceeding in any state

or federal court or an administrative proceeding for the matters that are the subject -

of this Tolling Agfeémeht prior to J anuary 1, 2005.

This Tolling Agreement contains the entire agreement ‘bctwéen the Village and

| GE, and no statément, promise or inducement made by any party to this Tolling

Agréemént:that is not set forth in this T_olﬁng Agreement will be valid or binding.

This Tolling 'Agreement may not be enlarged, modified or altered éxcept in

writing signed by authorized person(s) on behalf of the Village and GE.

The undersigned representatives of the .Vil'lage and GE certify that they are fully

authorized to enter into and to bind such party to the terms and conditions of this

Tolling Agreement. o | o

This Tolling Agreement is effective upon execution by the parties, and without

- the requirement of filing with or erido’rsement_ by any court. -

N




DATED: 2004

DATED: 3/ = ‘// 2Y, 2004

~ SYLIBOI\379006\1

GENERAL ELECTRIC/POWEREX CORP.

By:

THE VILLAGE OF UNION SPRINGS

By 'll/

“Edwaid Trufé%t Mayor

~y



Cayuga County Groundwater Contamination Site

New York : ’
EPA ID#: NYN000204289

o ‘ - EPA REGION 2
' ‘Congressional District(s): 31
- Cayuga - .
Between City of Aubum and \ﬁllag_e of Union Springs

NPL LISTING HISTORY .
Proposed Date: 9/13/2001
Final Date: 9/5/2002

Site Description

The Cayuga County Groundwater Contamination site (“Site”) consists of a plume of contaminated groundwater from an
unknown source(s). The suspected extent of the plume covers an area of approximately 3,050 acres or 4.8 square miles
and falls within three townships, Aurelius, Fleming and Springport. The plume extends from the Village of Union Springs
to the Aubum City limits, a distance of seven miles, and has approximately 120 homes within its boundaries. The Site is
in an area consisting of residential properties intermingled with extensive farmiand and patches of woodlands. The
homes in the area use private wells for potable water supply and septic systems for sanitary waste water disposal. The
County has installed a public water supply and the affected homes have access to it. Routine testing of the Village of
Union Springs' municipal drinking water supply revealed low levels of cis-1 .2,dichloroethylene (cis-1,2,DCE) and
prompted referral to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Over 300 drinking water supplies have been
sampled by the New York Departments of Health and Environmental Conservation and by the EPA. As a result of these
sampling events, EPA determined that 51 residential wells are contaminated with volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
primarily vinyt chloride, trichloroethytene (TCE) and cis-1 .2,DCE, in concentrations above the Federal maximum

contaminant fevels (MCLs). Twenty-four of these drinking water supply wells are contaminated above EPA's Removal
“Action Levels (RALs) for vinyl chlori_de and/or cis-1,1,DCE of 2 parts per billion (ppb) and 400 ppb, respectively.

Site Responsibility:v This site is beingb addressed through a combination of federal, state, and municipal actions.

Threat and Contaminants

Groundwater at the Site is contaminated with VOCs, primarily cis-1,2,DCE, TCE, and vinyl chloride. Contact with or
ingestion of contaminated groundwater may cause an increased risk of adverse health effects from long-term exposure.
Exposure to VOCs can occur from ingestion of contaminated groundwater, ingestion of food prepared with contaminated
water, or inhalation of vapors from activities such as showering. Treatment systems were installed on the wells of the
affected homes and the County connected some of the homes to a Ppublic water supply. These actions are addressing
the immediate threat. ' ' :

Lo - . .
Cleanup Approach
This site is being addressed in two stages: emergency responsé actions including providing treatment systems and an

alternate water supply for the affected residents, and a long-term remedial phase which will focus on identifying and
controlling the source(s) of contamination and remediating the contaminated groundwater.

Response Action Status

Immediate Actions: Following the discovery of the contaminated wells, EPA initiated an emergency response action at
the Site and began delivery of bottled water to the affected residences in December 2000. Of the 51 contaminated
residential wells, 24 were contaminated above EPA’s Removal Action Levels (RALs) for vinyl chloride and/or cis1,2,DCE.
Under the Superfund Program, if any contaminant concentration exceeds its RAL, EPA is authorized to take immediate,
short-term action to address that contamination. As a resut, point-of-entry treatment (POET) systems were installed by
EPA in homes where the well was contaminated at or above MCLs to ensure a safe supply of public water.

Entire Site: EPA is currently undertaking an investigation to identify potential source(s). In June 2002, EPA begana.
Remedial investigation/Feasibility Study (RUFS) investigation. The Rl involves gathering groundwater, surface water and
hydrogeological data needed to determine the nature and extent of contamination at the Site and the FS involves
evaluating appropriate afternatives to address the contamination. Based on the Rl results a Record of Decision (ROD)

-

Cayuga County Groundwater Contamination ' q 2123111
Site ’ '




- will be issued selecting a remedy to address the grounwater contamination at the site . -

Site Facts: Following the proposed listing of the Site on the National Priorities List in 2001, EPA commenced a search for
parties that might be responsible for the contamination.

Cleanup ProgfesS

As part of the initial emergency response action, from January 2001 to March 2001, EPA installed 54 POET systems in
homes where the well was contaminated at or above MCLs fo ensure a safe supply of water, and provided operation and.
maintenance of these systems. Included in these 54 systems, two large dairy farms in the impacted area had air-stripper
treatment systems installed. During the fall of 2001, the County undertook an expansion of the public water supply that
provides water to the affected residences. EPA continues to provide operation and maintenance of four POET systems

to the affected farms. EPA is performing an RIFS at the Site. In addition, EPA continues the search for potentiaily
responsible parties. . . . L o -

Site Repositories
Cayuga County Office Building Clerks Office - 1st floor 160 Genesee Street Auburn, NY 13201
Seymour Public Library 176 Genesee Street Aubum, NY 13201

Cayuga County Groundwater Contamination 2 - 212311
Site ' ) .




e . U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Announces an Extension of the Public

§g > ’g Comment Period on the Proposed Plan for the- Cleanup of Cayuga County
2 e Groundwater Contamination Superfund s:te Cayuga County, New York -
’:«47 £

“L ppove® ) ’

The United Statee Envuonmental Protection Agency (EPA) announces an extenswn of the 30-

day comment period on the Proposed Plan to address contamination at the Cayuga County

Groundwater Contamination site in Cayuga County, New York. In order to present the public

* with an opportunity to participate in the selection of a final remedial plan, EPA announced a 30-
day pubhc comment period beginning on July 17, 2012 and ending August 16, 2012. The
comment period has been extended until September 17, 2012.

" Documents supportmg the preferred remedy are in the administrative record at the Seymour
Public Library, 176 Genesee Su'eet, Auburn, NY and at the EPA Records Center, 290 Broadway,
18" floor, New York, NY.

EPA relies on public input to ensure that the selected remedy for each Superfund site meets the

needs and concems of the local community. It is important to note that although EPA has .

1dentified a preferred remedy for the site, no final decision will be made ‘untii EPA has

considered all public comments received during the public comment period. EPA will

' summarize these comments along with EPA’s responses in a Responsiveness Summary, which

 will be included in the Administrative Record file as part of the Record of Decision. Written

o comments regarding the Cayuga County Groundwater Contamination site, postmarked no
later than September 17, 2012 may be sent to: Isabel Rodrigues, Remedial Project Manager,
U.S. EPA, 290 Broadway, 20™ Floor, New York, NY 10007-1866, rodrigues.isabel@epa.gov




Superfund Proposed Plan

Cayuga County Groundwater Contammatlon Superfund Slte
Cayuga County, New York

July 2012

U S. Env1ronmental Protection Agency, Reglon 2

EPA ANNOUNCES PROPOSED PLAN

This Proposed Plan describes the remedial alternatives
considered for the contaminated groundwater at the
Cayuga County Groundwater Contamination Superfund
site (the Site) and identifies the preferred remedy with the
rationale for this preference. This Proposed Plan was
developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), the lead agency for the Site, in consultation with
the New' York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC). EPA is issuing this Proposed
Plan as part of its public participation responsibilities
under  Section 117(a) of the =
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability

Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended, and Sections -

300.430(f) and- 300.435(c) of the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(NCP). The nature and extent of the contamination at the

Site and the remedial alternatives summarized in this -

Proposed ‘Plan are described in the final Remedial

‘Investigation (RI) Report and the Feasibility Study (FS)

~ Report, both issued in 2012, as well as other documents
contained in the Administrativé Record for. this Site.
"EPA encourages the public to review thése documents to

gain a more comprehensive understanding of the Site and -

the Superfund activities that have been conducted.

- This~Proposed Plan is being provided as a supplement to
the above-noted documents to inform the public of EPA
and NYSDEC’s preferred remedy and to solicit public
comments pertaining to all of the remedial alternatives.
evaluated; including the preferred -alternative. The
preferred alternative involves the in-situ treatment of
contaminated groundwater by biological and  abiotic
remediation in Area | and monitored natural attenuation
in Areas 2 and 3. (These three areas are defined below).

This proposed plan also includes, as a contingency

remedy pumping and treatment of the groundwater for
Area 1, and in-situ treatment of contaminated
groundwater by biological and abiotic remedlatlon for
Area 2.

The remedy described in this Proposed Plan is the
preferred remedy for the Site. "Changes to the preferred
remedy, or a change from the preferred remedy to another

Comprehensive -

remedial alternative, may be made if public comments or
additional data indicate that such a change will result in a
more appropriate remedial action. The final decision
regarding the selected remedy will be made after EPA

" has taken into consideration all public comments. EPA is

soliciting public . comment on all of the alternatives
considered in the Proposed Plan and in the detailed
analysis section of the FS Report; since EPA in -
consultation ‘with NYSDEC may select a remedy other
_than the preferred alternative.

MARK YOUR CALENDAR

! 0 ; s on the Proposed Plan
» dunng the pubhc comment pefiod:

PUBLIC MEETINQ August 2, 2012 at7:00 pm

COMMUNITY ROLE IN SELECTION PROCESS

EPA and NYSDEC rely on public input to ensure that the -
concerns of the community are considered in selecting an
effective remedy for each Superfund site. To this end,
the RI and FS Reports and this Proposed Plan have been

.~made available to the public for a public comment period

which begms on July 17, 2012 and concludes on August

- 16, 2012.

A pubhc meeting will be held during the public comment

- period at the Union Springs High School on August 2,

2012 at 7:00 p.m. to present the conclusions of the RI/FS,'
to elaborate further on the reasons for recommending the

. preferred alternative, and to receive public comments.

Comments received at the public rheeting, as well as
written comments,. will be documented in the
Responsiveness Summary Section of the Record of




Decision (ROD), the document which formalizes the
selection of the remedy.

Written -comments on the Proposed Plan should be
addressed to:

-Isabel R. Rodrigues
- Remedial Project Manager
Western New York Remediation Section
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency -
‘ 290 Broadway, 20th Floor
New York, New York 10007-1866
Telephone: (212) 637-4248.
Fax: (212) 637-4284
e-mail: rodrigues.isabelf@epa.gov

INFORMATION-REPOSITORIES

Cobles of the Proposed Plan-and- supporting doctimentation. V
are available.at the following:information repos:tones N

Seymour Publlc Library
Auburn, New Yoik
Telephone: (315) 252-2571
Hours of operation:

Mon. - Wed.: 10:AMt0:9- PN
Thurs., Fri.: 10 AM fo 6:PN
Sat.: 10VA'M to 4 PM '

USEPA — Region:ll
Superfund.Records Center

290 Broadway, 18™ Flgor

New York, New York 10007-1866
(212) 637-4308 -

Hours: Monday — Friday: 9:00 AM:to'5:00 PM

SCOPE AND ROLE OF ACTION

The primary objectives of this action are to remediate the
groundwater contamination, to minimize the migration of

contaminants, and to minimize any potential future health -

and environmental impacts from the groundwater
contamination. =~ This Proposed Plan addresses
groundwater contamination at the Site. EPA . has
designated this action as the first and final operable unit
for Site remediation. :

~ The major sdurce of the groundwater contamination at
~the Site is a facility formely operated by Powerex, Inc.,
located at 2181 West Genessee Street, in the City of
Auburn, New York. This facility is being addressed
under .the NYSDEC Superfund program. Remedial
actions at the former Powerex facility are not the focus of
* this decision document, although successful completion
(i.e., source control or remediation) of the source area(s)
-at the. former Powerex facility is important to the full

 realization of the benefits of the preferred alternative in

this Proposed Plan. The source investigation and

. response actions for the former Powerex facility are being

addressed by General Electric Company (GE) with
NYSDEC oversight. EPA has identified GE as a
potentially responsible party under CERCLA for the Site.
The effectiveness of the remedy in this Proposed Plan
requires - coordination between actions to address -
contaminant sources at the former Powerex facility and
the proposed remedy. EPA is coordinating with
NYSDEC on the source area investigation at the former
Powerex facility and the remedy described in this

Proposed Plan. In the event that source control is not

successfully implemented pursuant to New York State
law, EPA may elect to evaluate additional options at the
former Powerex facility pursuant to CERCLA to ensure
the effectiveness of the preferred alternative. ’

- SITE BACKGROUND

Site Description

The Site includes a groundwater plume located in Cayuga
County, New York. Groundwater contaminated with
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) extends from the
City of Auburn to the Village of Union Springs, a
distance of approximately seven miles, and includes the
Towns of Aurelius, Fleming, and Springport.- Cayuga
County, which is located in the west central part of New
York State, is an area referred to as the Finger Lakes
Region. A Site location map is provided as Figure 1.

The area contains mostly residential properties
intermingled with extensive farmland and patches of
woodlands, . as well as some commercial areas. Two
publlc water supply systems serve residences in the
immeédiate vicinity of the Site. The Village of Union

‘Springs, on the east shore of Cayuga Lake, operates two

water supply wells. Grgundwater from these two wells is

* treated using an air stripper to remove *VOCs. -The City

of Auburn provides water to the Cayuga County Water
and Sewer Authority and the Town of Springport which
distribute potable water to the area south and west of
Auburn. The City of Auburn draws water from Owasco
Lake, which has not been impacted by the Site. There are
currently no restrictions on the use of private wells for
potable water or agricultural use in the area.

Site History

In 1988, routine testing of the Village of Union Springs’
municipal drinking water supply, conducted by the New
York State Department of Health (NYSDOH), revealed
low levels of cis-1,2-dichloethene (cis-1,2-DCE) and




trichloroethene (TCE). In 1989, routine testing of Union
Springs Academy’s drinking water supply, -conducted by
the NYSDOH, also revealed low levels of cis-1,2-DCE

and TCE. In 2000, NYSDEC conducted a potential VOC .

'source area investigation, which ‘included sampling
residential water supplies. As a result of this
investigation, 18 residential wells were found to be
contaminated with VOCs. Distribution of the
contamination indicated that the source(s) were located to
the northeast toward the City of Auburn. In 2001, the
Village of Union Springs installed an air stripper on the

- public water -supply to remove the VOC contaminants.
The Union Springs Academy well is no longer in service,
and the water supply to the school is now provided by the
Village of Union Springs public water supply.

In December 2000 and July 2001, EPA initiated a
. response action that included - additional groundwater
sampling and the installation of point-of-entry treatment
systems (POETS) on private wells with contaminant
levels above Federal Maximum Contaminant Levels

(MCLs). By April 2001, over 300 residential and private -
water supply wells were sampled in connection with
investigations by EPA, NYSDEC, NYSDOH, and

Cayuga County Department of Health (CCDOH). As a
result of these sampling events, EPA determined that 51
residential wells and three farm wells (54 total wells)
were contaminated with VOCs, primarily TCE, cis-1,2-
DCE, and vinyl chloride (VC) at concentrations above
the Federal MCLs. . Additional residences were found
with VOC contamination above the State standards, but
at concentrations less than the Federal MCLs.

Beginning in the fall of 2001, the Cayuga County Water
and Sewer Authority installed public water lines to reach
almost all homes in the affected area within the Town of
~Aurelius. In 2006, the Towns of Springport and Fleming
installed public water lines to the remainder of the
affected area in their towns. Residences with POETS
installed previously by EPA have been connected to the
public water supply. EPA continues to maintain
treatment systems on four impacted wells: thrée dual-use
(agricultural/residential) wells, and one residential well.
There are a. limited number of residences with VOC
contamination levels less than the Federal and State
MCLs that had POETS installed by the CCDOH with

funding from the State of New York. These units are -

currently maintained by the homeowners. In addition,
other residences that declined to have POETS installed

were found with VOC contaminants above the State:

groundwater standard, but at levels below the Federal
MClLs. ’

From January 2001 through the present, several

hydrological investigations and groundwater sampling
events have been conducted by EPA, NYSDEC and
NYSDOH, United States Geological Survey (USGS), and
CCDOH. These investigations involved the installation,
hydraulic and geophysical testing, and sampling of
groundwater monitoring” wells and private residential
wells. EPA has also reviewed studies and. sarpling
conducted by GE pursuant to State orders at the former
Powerex facility. The results of these investigations
indicated that the former Powerex facility, located north
of West Genesee Street in the City of Auburn, is the
primary source of the groundwater contamination. -

On Sepfembér 13, 2001, EPA proposed the Site for
inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) and on
September 5, 2002, EPA placed the Site on the NPL.

Site Hydrogeology and Conceptual Mode_:l

Groundwater investigations at the Site have documented '
the presence ‘of four hydrogeologic units consisting of the
overburden, shallow bedrock (identified as units S1
through ‘S3), intermediate bedrock (identified as units I1
and 12), and deep bedrock (identified as units D1 through
D6).  The .conceptual model regarding groundwater
contamination at the Site -indicates that contaminants
entered the overburden at the Powerex facility, moved

" downward from the shallow zone, through the

intermediate zone via vertical fractures or karst features
and into the deep zone, and then moved laterally from the
facility and downgradient via groundwater flow, -
primarily-in the D3 unit. This unit is approximately 200

" feet below ground surface, is 15 to 20 feet thick, and is

highly transmissive due to the development of karst
solutions features.

- The overburden - hydrogeologic unit consists of

glaciolacustrine deposits of clay, silt, fine sand, and
glacial till. Where present, groundwater in the overburden
flows towards local surface water bodies or provides
recharge to underlying bedrock units. The shallow
bedrock hydrogeologic units are composed of the Upper
Onondaga/Marcellus  Formation (S1), - the -Middle
Onondaga (S2), and the Lower Onondaga (S3). The
Marcellus is present in the southern area of the Site and is
typically 50 feet thick. The nomina! thickness of the
Onondaga formation at the Site is 75 feet. Data coliected
in the shallow bedrock shows that groundwater flow is,
generally, northward from the residential area south of

the former Powerex facility towards the Owasco Outlet
where the shallow groundwater system discharges. The
shallow zones can become de-watered locally, suggesting
that in some places, vertical fracturing extends through
the underlying intermediate zone, allowing water to drain




.into the deep zone. Near Overbrook Drive and Pinckney

Road, the water levels from residential wells suggest that

vertical fractures and low. angle faults connect the
shallow, intermediate and deep bedrock zones.

The intermediate bedrock zone consists of the Manlius
Formation, which is typically divided into Upper Manlius

(11) and Lower Manlius (I2). At the Site, the Manlius -

often functions as an aquitard separating the shallow and
deep aquifer units, unless it has been breached by vertical
fractures. - The nominal thickness of the Manlius
formation at the Site is 36 feet.

The deep bedrock is divided into six zones. The Rondout

comprises the D1 unit. The Cobleskill comprises the D2

unit. The Bertie formation is divided into three units: the
D3 zone, which encompasses the gypsiferous unit at the
top of the Forge Hollow Unit, the D4 unit, which i is the
middle of the Bertie Formation, and the D5 unit at the
bottom of the Bertie Formation. The D6 unit is the
~ Camillus Shale, which is the. base unit in the
hydrostratigraphic system investigated in the RI." The
deep bedrock aquifer receives groundwater recharge
through fractures or karst features connecting the shallow

and deep bedrock units. As a result, water levels in the .

deep bedrock can rise rapidly in response to precipitation
events. The rapid rise in hydraulic head in the D3 zone
can cause upward flow along vertical fractures, faults,
and/or dissolutions voids, resulting in vertical mixing of
the deep and intermediate zones. The combined nominal
thickness of the five deep bedrock zones above the
Camillus at the Site is about 200 feet, with some
variations throughout the Site. '

RESULTS OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

The results of the RI indicate that groundwater south of

West Genesee Street in Auburn is contaminated in the
deep bedrock units (D1 through D6 zones) with vocC

contamination, primarily cis-1,2-DCE, TCE, trans-1,2-

DCE and VC.
Groundwater
A total of 23 multiport groundwater monitoring wells

were installed by EPA at the Site as part of the RI. In
addition, as part of the investigation of the former

Powerex facility, GE installed 32 individual screened -

monitoring wells in the area south of West Genesee
Street. Comprehensive groundwater sampling events

~were conducted by EPA using all available EPA wells in _:
July 2006, July 2007, and June 2010. The June 2010

sampling event included groundwater samples.from the
GE wells. During the course .of the RI, a total of 603

" dechlorination of VOCs,
-concentrations ‘of cis-1,2-DCE "and vinyl chloride found

.dominant

-groundwater samples were collected from the 23 EPA

monitoring wells, a total of 82 samples were collected
from wells installed by GE, and 12 samples were
collected from residential wells. Analytical results for
these samples were compared to EPA and NYSDOH
promulgated health-based MCLs, which are enforceable

‘ _standards for various drmkmg water contaminants.

Groun‘dwater contamination exceeding applicable
drinking water standards has been shown to exist within
the Site, at highly elevated concentrations in some areas.
VOCs, primarily cis-1,2-DCE, TCE, trans-1,2-DCE and

'VC, were identified as the Site-related contaminants of .

concern for the deep bedrock units (D1 through D6
zones). Specifically, cis-1,2-DCE was detected at levels
up to 89,200 micrograms per liter (ug/l), trans-1,2-DCE
was - detected at levels up to 1,260 pg/l, TCE was
detected at levels up to 679 pg/l, and vinyl chloride at

~ concentrations up to 5,500 pg/l.

The results of the RI indicate that the poten‘ual for natural
attenuation of chlorinated compounds. varies across the
Site. Evaluation of monitored natural attenuation (MNA)
parameters suggests that conditions near the former
Powerex facility are conducive to reductive
based on. the elevated

closer to the source. However, the amenability of natural
attenuation  processes  that reduce contaminant
concentrations  in _ groundwater by  destructive
mechanisms * such as biodegradation and chemical
reactions with other subsurface constituents may be

. localized at or immediately downgradient of the former

Powerex facility. Nondestructive mechanisms such as

" dilution, dispersion, and diffusion appear to be the
natural - attenuation mechanisms further .

downgradient of the former Powerex facility.

Groundwater contamination occurs primarily in deep
zones of the. bedrock aquifer system; and is ‘most
concentrated in the gypsiferous upper portion of the
Forge Hollow Unit (D3), which has a greater ability to
transmit water. Groundwater contamination with VOCs
extends from wells on the former Powerex facility south
to Pinckney Road and then southwest to the. Village of
Union Springs, a distance of approximately seven miles.

~ As described in the Site History section above, the
-Village of Union Springs public water supply wells have

been affected by VOCs associated with the Site. The

* highest concentrations of VOCs were consistently

detected in monitoring wells located directly south of
West Genesee Street and the former Powerex facility.

In the area between West Genesee Street and Pinckney



Road, VOC contamination occurs in a relatively narrow

area. The contaminant distribution observed in these
wells is consistent with groundwater flow to the
southwest in the . deep bedrock. Historically,
groundwater samples collected from monitoring wells

near the former Powerex facility consistently had high .

VOC concentrations.  Further south of the former
Powerex facility, along Pinckney Road, the VOC plume
“appears to widen, extending to the east and west along
Pinckney Road and Overbrook Drive. In the Pinckney
Road area, faulting has caused extensive fracturing of
the bedrock. The extensive fracturing provides a
pathway for groundwater to flow between the shallow
: mtermedlate and deep bedrock zones.

- South of Pinckney Road, greUndwater flow in the deep

~ bedrock is toward the southwest, in the direction of
Cayuga Lake, which is the low point in the reglonal

groundwater flow system VOCs detected -in wells in

- this area occur in the deep bedrock units. The overall

distribution of VOCs in the southern area is consistent
with groundwater flow to the southwest. VOC sample
results from groundwater discharge areas (springs) and
the Village of Union Springs public supply wells
indicate that groundwater contamination extends to the
* Village of Union Springs. :

The shallow and intermediate bedrock units appear less
transmissive than the D3 unit, and wells set in shallow
units south of the former Powerex facility frequently
have dry mtervals :

Matrix dlffuswn is a natural process Wthh attenuates
plume migration.  Matrix diffusion occurs when
contaminants diffuse from groundwater into the rock
matrix. Back diffusion of these contaminants from the
rock matrix to groilndwater can serve to extend the time

required to remediate groundwater contamination. A

modeling analysis using existing data collected by EPA

and GE was performed to assess the extent of
contaminants within the pore spaces of the rock. For -

-planning and estimating purposes, the results of this

analysis support the use of a 30-year time frame to .

remediate groundwater.

Surface Water and Sediments

The RI included sampling of surface water from Owasco
Outlet, Crane Brook, and Union Springs. Sediment

samples were collected from springs, seeps, and streams
in the Village of Union Springs. Concentrations of cis-

1,2-DCE were detected at concentrations exceeding its
 site-specific surface water screening criterion-in a spring
and associated stream in the Village of Union Springs.

~ Source 'Investigation

VOCs detected in the surface water samples were similar
to the VOCs that exceeded site-specific screening
criteria in groundwater samples. The VOCs observed in
the spring and stream in Village of Union Springs
suggest discharge of contaminated groundwater to the
surface water bodies. No VOCs were detected ia the
surface water samples collected from Crane Brook and
Owasco Outlet at the northern end of the Site.

Vapor Intrusion

EPA investigated the soil vapor intrusion pathway at the’
Site. VOC vapors released ' from contaminated

- groundwater and/or soil have the potential to move

through the soil and seep through cracks in basements,
foundations, sewer lines, and other openings and affect

. the indoor air quality of overlying buildings.

'EPA conducted vepor intrusion sampling at 54 residences

and one school at the Site. EPA drilled through the
basements floors and installed ports in order to sample
the soil vapor (air) under these residences. Sampling
devices called Summa canisters were attached to these
potts to collect air from below building slabs at a slow
flow rate over a 24-hour period. In addition to collecting
indoor air samples, summa canisters were also used to
collect outdoor air samples to determine if there were any
outdoor sources that may impact indoor air quality. The
Summa canisters were then collected and sent to a
laboratory for analyses.

The results of the analyses indicated that the residences

"~ and school did not have concentrations of VOCs at or

above EPA Region 2 screemng levels in sub-slab and
mdoor air.

Based on the hydrostratigraphic data, -groundwater flow
data, contaminant distribution data collected during the
RI, and previous investigations including groundwater
investigations and sampling conducted by GE, the former
Powerex facility is the primary source of the VOC
contamination observed in groundwater at the Site. No
other sources of VOCs which can be linked to the

_ groundwater contamination were identified during the RIL.

The former Powerex facility consists of 55.4 acres of land
located on West Genesee Street on the boundary of the
Town of Aurelius and the City of Auburn in Cayuga
County, New York. GE purchased the property in 1951
and .operated ‘a - manufacturing plant where electric
components, including radar equipment, printed circuit
boards, and high-voltage semi-conductors - were



manufactured. The property was acquired by Powerex,
Inc. in January 1986, a joint venture of Westinghouse
Electric Corporation, Mitsubishi Electric America, Inc.
and GE. Powerex continued to manufacture high voltage
semi-conductors until May 1990, when the plant was
closed. No manufacturing operations are currently
conducted at the Site. GE- repurchased the property in
11990. :

On March 31, 1993, NYSDEC and GE entered into an
Order on Consent to perform an RI/FS under state law for
the former Powerex facility, which is listed on the State
~ registry of inactive hazardous waste sites. The RI/FS is
currently in progress. Three Interim Remedial Measures
" (IRMs) have also been taken under the Order on Consent.
The first IRM, conducted in February 1994, included the
‘excavation and temoval of two laboratory waste solvent
tanks and their contents. The second IRM involved the
installation of additional fencing and gates to restrict
access at the Site. This work was completed in December
1994. The third IRM focused on addressing surface
water and groundwater in the shallow bedrock source
areas, including pre-design investigation activities and a
pilot test for the use of a dual-phase extraction
technology. Pursuant to an Interim Action ROD issued
by NYSDEC in March 1996 under state law and an
Amended Order on Consent executed on May 12, 1997,
GE constructed the groundwater extraction and treatment
system 4t the former Powerex facility. Operation of that
systemm commenced on May 15, 2001.

areas and one off-facility extraction well.

To date, the system has treated over 60 million gallons of
groundwater and removed over 100,000 pounds of VOCs
from the former Powerex facility. The system serves to
contain contaminants at the former Powerex facility in
the shallow bedrock and prevent off-site migration.
However, concentrations of contaminants in- the
extraction area still remain high.

- In2011, GE performed a bench-scale microcosm study to
investigate abiotic degradation of TCE in groundwater by
iron sulfides. at the former Powerex facility. The study
was performed to assess whether abiotic degradation of

TCE is occurring within the aquifer. The study results -

suggest that abiotic degradation is occurring in the
aquifer and is contributing to the natural attenuation of
TCE and cis-1,2-DCE observed in groundwater. The
study further revealed that a large amount of natural
attenuation was found to be due to biotic degradation.

The system -
consists of 12 extraction wells in and near the source"

. RISK SUMMARY

.As part of the RI, EPA conducted a baseline risk

assessment to estimate the current and future effects of
contaminants on human health and the environment. A
baseline risk assessment is an analysis of the potential
adverse human health and ecological effects of releases
of hazardous substances from a site in'the absence of any
actions or controls to mitigate such releases, under
current and future land, groundwater, surface water, and
sediment uses. The baseline risk assessment includes a
Human-Health Risk Assessment’ (HHRA) and an

* ecological risk assessment.

The cancer risk and non-cancer health hazard estimates in
the HHRA are based on reasonable maximum exposure
scenarios and were developed by taking into account

~ “various health protective estimates about the frequency

and duration of an individual's exposure to chemicals’
selected as chemicals of potential concern (COPCs), as
well as the toxicity of the contaminants. Cancer risks and

" non-cancer health hazard indices (HIs) are summarized

below. Please see the text box on page 8 for an
explanation of these terms. -

The Site currently includes residential neighborhoods
intermingled with extensive farmland and parcels of
woodlands, as well as commercial/industrial land. Future
land use is expected to remain the same, with the
potential for additional future residential development. In

. the surrounding area, private and public supply wells
‘meet domestic and agricultural water supply neecs and

septic systems are used for sanitary disposal. In 2006, the
City of Auburn public water supply system was extended
to the Towns of Aurelius, Fleming, and Springport.

The baseline risk assessment began by selecting COPCs
in the various media that would be representative of Site
risks. The media evaluated as part of the HHRA included
groundwater, surface water and sediment. Groundwater
at the Site is designated by NYSDEC as.a potable water
supply. The COPCs for the Site groundwater are cis-1,2-
DCE, trans-1,2-DCE, TCE, and VC. No COPCs were

_ identified for sediment or surface water.

The baseline risk assessment evaluated health effects that
could result from exposure to contaminated media
through ingestion,. use of groundwater for potable
purposes, including ingestion of and dermal contact with
groundwater, inhalation of vapors in the bathroom after

showering, and wading in Site waterways. Based on the

current zoning and anticipated” future use, the risk
assessment focused on.a variety of possible receptors,

“including current and future recreational users, future



residents, and future commercial workers. However,
consistent with the anticipated future use of the Site, the
receptors most .likely to be. in contact with media
impacted by  site-related  contamination,  e.g,,
groundwater, were primarily considered when weighing
possible remedies for the Site. '

These potential receptors include the future residents,
future commercial workers, and future construction
workers. A complete discussion of the exposure pathways
and estimates of risk can be found in the Human Health
Risk Assessment for the Site in the information
repository. -

A screening-leve! ecological risk assessment (SLERA)
was .conducted to evaluate the potential for ecological
effects from exposure to surface water and sediment.
Surface water and sediment ' concentrations were
compared to ecological screening values as an indicator
of the -potential for adverse effects to ecological
receptors. A complete summary of the methodology
utilized can be found in the Screening Level Ecological

Risk Assessment for the Site in the information -

repository.

The results of the RI indicated that sediments were not
contaminated with site-related contaminants. Therefore,
no risks were calculated for exposure to Site sediments.
Exposure to surface waters did not pose.an unacceptable
cancer risk or non-cancer hazard.

A vapor intrusion screening evaluation indicated potential
for VOCs in groundwater to migrate into buildings in the
areas along and south of West Genesee Street, in the

vicinity of Pinckney Road, and.at potential groundwater

discharge areas in- Union Springs. In 2009, EPA
conducted an investigation of vapor intrusion into
structures within the area by collecting subslab -and
indoor air data. EPA evaluated the vapor intrusion data
collected in 2009 and determined that there was no
unacceptable risk from vapor intrusion into homes and
school that were tested. EPA determined that additional
vapor intrusion investigations were not necessary as-there
was no unacceptable risk in the homes and school that
were tested.

Human Health Risk Assessment -

EPA’s statistical analysis of groundwater sampling data
found that the average concentration of cis-1,2-DCE,
trans-1,2-DCE, TCE, and VC in the groundwater were
1,459 ug/l, 26 pg/l, 11 pg/l, and 71 pg/l, respectively.
All were detected in the groundwater in excess of EPA’s

Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs of 70 pg/l, 100 pg/l, 5

ng/l, and 2 pg/l, respectively. These concentrations also
exceed the NYSDOH MCLs, which are 5 pg/l for cis-1,2-
DCE, trans-1,2-DCE, and TCE, and 2 pg/l for VC. These
concentrations are associated with an excess lifetime
cancer risk of 2 x 10™ for the future Site worker, 5 x 107
for the future adult resident, and 4 x 10 for the future
child resident. The calculated non-carcinogenic hazard
quotients (HQs) are: future Site worker HQ=7; future
adult resident HQ=21, and future child resident HQ=51.

These cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards indicate
that there is significant potential risk to potentially
exposed populations from direct exposure to -
groundwater. For these receptors, exposure to

‘groundwater results in either an excess llfetlme cancer

risk that exceeds EPA’s target risk range of 10 to 10° or
an HI above- the- acceptablé “level of ‘1, or both. The
chemical in groundwater- that - contrlbutes most
significantly to the cancer risk and non-cancer hazard is
VC.

Ecological Risk Assesément

The SLERA focused on identifying potential
environmental risks associated with aquatic environments
present at the Site. The SLERA focused on impacts of
contaminants in surface water and sediment from three
water bodies: Owasco Outlet, Crane Brook, and ponds
and streams in Union Springs.

The primary risk scenarios for aquatic organisms
considered were from direct contact with, and ingestion
of, contaminated surface water and sediment. A
comparison of maximum concentrations of contaminants

‘detected in Site surface water and sediment to pubhshed

ecological screening levels (ESLs) indicate no risks to
ecological receptors. Thus, no COPCs were 1dent1f ed for
surface water or sediment. Consequently, the potentlal
risk for ecological receptors was considered insignificant.

”Basedb‘ on the results of the SLERA, concentrations of

contaminants detected in surface water and sediment at
the Site are unlikely to pose any unacceptable risks to

. aquatic or terrestrial ecological receptors at the Site.

Sumr_narv of Human Health and Ecological Risks

The results of the HHRA indicate that the contaminated
groundwater presents an unacceptable human health
exposure risk. The SLERA indicated that the Site does
not pose any unacceptable risks to aquatic or terrestrial
ecological receptors.



WHAT IS RISK AND HOW IS IT CALCULATED?

" Based upon the results of the RI and the risk assessment,
EPA has determined that actual or threatened releases of
hazardous substances from the Site, if not addressed by
the preferred remedy or one of the other active measures
considered, may present a current or potential threat to
human health or welfare or the environment. EPA has

determined that the Preferred Alternative identified in the -

Proposed Plan is necessary to protect public health or

" welfare or the environment from actual or threatened

releases of hazardous substances into the environms=nt.
REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial action objectives (RAOs) are spéciﬂc gbals to
protect human health and the environment. These
objectives "are based on available information and

- standards, such as applicable or relevant and appropriate

requirements . (ARARs), to-be-considered  (TBC)

guidance, and site-specific risk-based levels. -

" The following RAQs for contaminated groundwater will

address the human health risks and en\_/ironmental
concerns: ’ - '

e Reduce or eliminate exposure (via ingestion and

© dermal contact) to VOCs' in groundwater at
‘concentrations . in excess of federal and State
MCLs; '

"o Restore the impacted  aquifer to its ‘most
beneficial use as a source of drinking water by
reducing contaminant levels. to. the federal and
State MCLs; and,

e Reduce or eliminate the potential for migration of
* contaminants towards the Village -of Union
Springs public water supply wells.

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES'
CERCLA §121(b)(1), 42 U.S.C. §9621(b)(1), mandates

that remedial actions must be protective of human health .
and the environment, cost-effective, comply with

‘ARARSs, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative
“treatment technologies and resource recovery alternatives

to the maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1)
also establishes a preference for remedial actions which
employ, as a principal element, treatment to permanently
and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility
of the hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants
at a site. CERCLA §121(d); 42 U.S.C. §9621(d), further
specifies that a remedial action must attain a level or
standard of control of  the hazardous substances,
pollutants, and contaminants, which at least attains
ARARs under federal and state laws, unless a waiver can

be justified pursuant to CERCLA §121(d)(4), 42 U.S.C_,

§9621(d)(4).

Detailed descriptions of the -remedial _alternatives for
addressing the contamination associated with the Site can
be found in the FS Report. The FS Report presents four



groundwater alternatives,
alternative. : '

The construction time for each alternative reflects only
the time required to construct or implement the remedy
and does not include the time required to design the
remedy, negotiate the performance of the remedy with
‘any potentially responsible parties, or procure.contracts
for design and construction. '

"Common Elements

All of the alternatives, with the exception of the no action
alternative, include common components.. Alternatives 2
through 4 require the connection -of residences currently
using POETS to the public water supply system for their
future potable water needs. This action includes any
current “or new residences that aré impacted by
contaminated groundwater at the Site and will provide the
physical connection from the house to the water main.
POETS will be maintained, as part of this action, until the
connection to the public water supply is conducted.
Currently, EPA maintains a POET at one residence.
These alternatives also require the treatment of extracted
groundwater at impacted agricultural or dairy farms
through air stripping or carbon treatment. Existing
systems  will be maintained, as necessary. Currently,
EPA maintains treatment sSystems at three dairy farms.

“Each of these alternatives requires the long-term
monitoring of the groundwater, long-term monitoring of
surface water in Union Springs and 1nst1tut10nal controls
for groundwater use restrlctlons

Institutional controls are anticipated to include existing

governmental controls, such as well permit requirements,
and informational devices, such as publishing advisories
in local newspapers and issuing advisory letters to local
governmental agencies, regardmg groundwater use in the
1mpacted area. :

Remediation Areas

As mentioned previously, the Site extends from the City
of Auburn to the Village of Union Springs, a distance of
approximately seven miles. - Since the concentration of
contaminants in groundwater significantly decreases with
distance from the former Powerex facility towards the
Village of Union Springs, the remedial alternatives
developed in the FS are categorized by Site areas and are
based on the level of impacts and the type of process
options that may be used to address a given area of the
Site. For remedial planning and cost estimating purposes,
the Site has been divided into three approximate areas
(refer to Figure 2).

including a 'no action

. Area 1 consists of the imp-acted area immediately south

of the former Powerex facility and extends approximately
700 to 900 feet south of West Genesee Street. In Area 1,
cis-1,2-DCE was detected at a maximum concentration of
89,200 png/l, TCE was detected at a maximum
concentration of 679 pg/l, trans-1,2-DCE was detected at
a -maximum ‘concentration of was 1,260 pug/l, and the
maximum detected concentration of VC was 5,500 pg/i.

Area 2 consists of the impacted area immediately south-
southwest of Area 1, and extends to the southwest to the
Town of Aurelius. In Area 2, concentrations of cis-1,2-
DCE in residential wells were generally less than 500
ng/l, concentrations of TCE were generally less than 70
ug/l, concentrations of trans-1,2-DCE were less than 20
pg/l, and VC was not detected. In general, the highest
concentrations of contaminants detected in Area 2
groundwater are approximately 100 times less than the
highest groundwater concentrations detected in Area 1.

Area 3 consists of the impacted area immediately south
and southwest of Area 2 extending to and including

“Union Springs. Historical concentrations of cis-1,2-DCE

in.residential wells were generally less than 500 g/l
concentrations of TCE were generally less than 70- ug/l,
concentrations of trans-1,2-DCE were generally less than
10 ug/l, and concentrations of VC were generally less

‘than ~ 40 pg/l. Sampling of the three permanent

groundwater monitoring wells in Area 3, installed by

“EPA as part of the Rl, revealed VOC concentrations
.below federal and State MCLs.

In addition, recent
sampling of the influent water at the two Village of
Union Springs’ municipal drinking water supply wells
detected cis-1,2-DCE and TCE below federal and State
MCLs.  Nevertheless, certain private wells contmue to

~ exceed State or Federal MCLs in Area 3.

The screening process conducted as part of the FS
evaluated a wide range of technologies to remediate the
contaminated groundwater at the Site.  As part of this
process, EPA determined that, in addition to no action,

~groundwater pump and treat and enhanced in-situ
biological and abiotic remediation would be evaluated: to

remediate Area 1. No action, enhanced in-situ biological
and abiotic remediation and monitored natural attenuation

" would be evaluated to address Area 2. No action and

monitored natural attenuation would be evaluated to
address Area 3.

MNA was not evaluated to remediate Area 1 since
groundwater contamination concentrations are considered
too high to be able to achieve the RAOs with MNA

alone. Groundwater pump and treat was not evaluated to -



‘remediate Area 2 since pumping in Area 2 would have

the potential to enhance plume migration from the source

areas.

The development of remedial action alternatives for

evaluation in Area 3 considered the generally lower

~concentration of contaminants in the area and the
expected reduced contamination migration to Area .3
from remediation in Area 1 and Area 2. As a result, only
"MNA and no action were considered for Area 3, and the
alternatives of pump and treat -and enhanced in-situ
biolegical and abiotic remediation were screened out for
this area.

A_s»detailed in the FS Report, the development of the
alternatives for evaluation in each area assumed that
source areas within the former Powerex facility with high
contaminant concentrations would be effectively
controlled~ by remedial activities undertaken with
NYSDEC oversight within the facility. -

Alternative 1: No Action (Considered for Areas 1 -3)

The NCP requires that a “No Action” alternative be
developed as a baseline for comparing other remedial
alternatives. Under this alternative, there would be no
remedial actions conducted at the Site to control or

remove groundwater contaminants. This alternative does

not include monitoring or informational institutional
controls. Because this alternative would result in
contaminants remaining above levels that allow for
unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA
requires that the Site be reviewed at least once every five
years. [If justified by the review, additional response
actions may be implemented.

Capital Cost: ‘ $0
Annual Operations & Maintenance (O&M)

Costs: : $0
Present-Worth Cost: $0
Construction Time: Not Applicable

Alternative 2: Groundwater Pump and Treat
(Considered for Area 1 only)

This remedial alternative consists of the extraction of
groundwater via pumping wells and treatment prior to

drsposal Groundwater is pumped to remove contaminant

mass from  areas of the aquifer with elevated
concentrations of contaminants. For this conceptual
design, it is estimated that groundwater extraction wells
- would be installed in the- D3 unit of the aquifer. A
treatment plant with a- capacity of approximately 400
gallons per minute (gpm) would be constructed within or
near the Site to achieve the mass removal -objectives.
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Present-Worth Cost:

Extracted groundwater with VOC contamination would
be treated by air stripping. -Air stripper effiuent may be
treated with a thermal oxidizer system, in accordance
with federal and State regulations prior. to being
discharged into the atmosphere, if necessary. Due to the
variation in hydraulic and hydrogeologic properties, as
well as the contaminant concentrations, during the
remedial design, pilot studies and performance tests will
be.conducted to determine the number and location of
extraction wells needed to ensure that the required mass
removal is achieved. During the remedial design, a
determination will also be made either to discharge
treated extracted groundwater to surface water or to
reinject it to groundwater

$20.05 Million
$2.81 Million
$53.8 Million -
24 months

Capital Cost :
Annual O&M Costs:

Construction Time:

Alternative 3: Enhanced In-Situ Biological and
Abiotic Remediation (Considered for Area 1 and

Area 2)

Enhanced in-situ biological and abiotic remediation -
involves the injection of an electron donor, nutrients,
dechlorinating microorganisms (i.e., bioaugmentation),

-and/or other chemicals into the groundwater at the

impacted depths using an extraction-reinjection well
network. Once delivered, these chemicals promote
reductive dechlorination, a process used to describe the
degradation of VOCs.

There are several different in-situ’ treatment process

“options that are potentially applicable -under this

alternative, _ . including Enhanced Anaerobic
Bioremediation (EAB) and Biogeochemical
Transformation (BT). EAB is the process of adding a
carbon source as an electron donor, which would promote
the biological reductive . dechlorination of VOCs by
microorganisms in the subsurface. Lactate, emulsified
vegetable oil (EVO), and whey are examples of carbon
sources used to promote the biodegradation = of
chlorinated  solvents by  naturally = occurring

microorganisms called Dehalococcoides. ’ o

Biogeochemical transformation degrades chlorinated
solvents though a combination of biological and abiotic
(i.e., not dependent on microorganisms) processes. This
process. involves the addition of a carbon source (such as

_lactate, EVO, or others) along with a source of iron

and/or sulfate to promote both biotic and abiotic
reductive dechlorination processes.



The FS evaluated each of these four process options. The
cost information provided below is for the BT process

option which a bench-scale study suggests would be .

effective. Detailed cost information for each process
option is included in the FS. The estimated cost of this
alternative is contingent upon numerous factors, such as
the injection material, dosage requirements and number
of subsequent injections. Further evaluation during the
remedial design would be required to determine the
specific process option (i.e. carbon source) or
combination of process options to be implemented. Pilot
studies would be required ‘to - assess treatment
effectiveness. During the remedial ‘design, further
evaluation would be conducted to determine the effective
number and location of the injection well network in
delivering the agents into the subsurface. It is anticipated
that repeated injections may be necessary.

Area |

Capital Cost: $16.29 Million
Annual O&M Costs: $163,300
Present-Worth Costs: $18.32 Million
Construction Time. 24 months
Area 2

Capital Cost: $ 10.36 Million
Annual O&M Costs: $ 163,300
Present-Worth Costs: $ 12.39 Million
Construction Time: 24 months

Alternative 4: Monitored Natural Attenuation
(MNA) (Considered for Area 2 and Area 3)

This remedial alternative relies on monitored natural
attenuation to address the groundwater contamination.
Natural attenuation is the process by which contaminant

concentrations are reduced by various naturally occurring -

physical, chemical, and biological processes. The main
processes include biodegradation, dispersion, dilution,

sorption, volatilization, and chemical or biological
stabilization, transformation, - or destruction of
contaminants. These processes occur naturally, in-situ,

and act to decrease the mass or concentration of
contaminants in the subsurface. Only non-augmented
natural processes are relied upon under this alternative.
Augmentation through addition of electron acceptors or
nutrients is considered an in-situ technology. Since this
alternative does not involve active remediation, the
effectiveness of this alternative in Areas 2 and 3 depends
on the effectiveness of the alternative' implemented in
Area 1 in preventing downgradient migration of
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contamination. Implementation of this alternative

“includes the installation of additional monitoring wells,

periodic sample collection and analysis, data evaluation,
and contaminant concentration trend analysis.

Area 2 .
Capital Cost: $246,000
Annual O&M Costs: $134,000
Present-Worth Cost: $1.91 Million
Construction Time: 2 months
Area 3

Capital Cost: . $771,650
‘Annual O&M Costs: $274,900
Present-Worth Cost: $4.18 Million
Construction Time: 3 months

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives,
each alternative is assessed against nine evaluation
criteria, namely overall protection of human health and
the environment, compliance with ARARs, long-term
effectiveness and permanence, reduction of toxicity,
mobility, or volume through treatment, short-term
effectiveness, implementability, cost, and state and
community acceptance.

Refer to the table on the next page for a descrlptlon of the

evaluatlon criteria.

This section of the Proposed Plan profiles the relative
performance of each alternative against the nine criteria,
noting how each compares to the other options under
consideration. A detailed analysis of alternatives can be
found in the FS Report.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the
Environment

Each of the alternatives evaluated for Areas 1, 2, and 3,
except ‘Alternative 1: No Action, would provide
protection of human health and the environment.
Alternatives 2 and 3 are active remedies that address
groundwater contamination.  Alternative 4 relies on
certain natural processes to achieve the cleanup levels.
Alternatives 2 and 3 in Area 1, Alternatives 3 and 4 in
Area 2, and Alternative 4 in Area 3 would restore
groundwater quality over the long term. As to each Area,
each of the alternatives evaluated for that Area would
achieve overall protectiveness. -



EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR SUPERFUND
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

_Overall Protectiveness of Human Health arid' thé Environment
evaluates whether and how an alternative- eliminatés; reduces, or
controls threats to public -health and-the enwronment through
institutional controls, engineering controls, or treatment

Compliance with Applicable or: Relevant’ and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARS) evaluates whether the alternative. rrieets
federal and state environmental statutes, regulations, and other
requirements that pertain to the site, or whether a waiver is
justified. :

Long-term. Effectiveness and Perman'enee considers:-the: abihty
of an alternative to maintain protection .6f human healtti: and” the ’
environment over time. ‘

Reduction of Tox:clty, Mobility;, or Volume (TMV) of .
Containinants through Treatment evaluates an: alternative’s use -
of ftreatment to reduce the harmful effects of principal
contamiinants, their ability' to ‘move. in-the environment, and the
amount-of contamination. present

Short-term Eﬁectlveness constders the
implement an alternative :and-
workers, the communlty,
mplementahon

the

and “environment:

~dufing *

Implementability cons:ders the technlcal and’ admmlstratlve-
feasibility of implementing the alternative, incliding factors- such -
as the relative availability of goods. and ‘services.

Cost includes eshmated caprtal and annual operat«ons and
mairitenance costs, as well.as present worth cost: ‘Present woith
cost is the total cost of an altériiative -over timé interms-of todays'
dollar value. Cost estlmates are’ expected to: be accurate wnthm a
range of +50 to -30 percent. )

State/Support Agency Acceptance considers whether the State
agrees with the EPA's @nalyseés and recommendations, as
‘described in the:RI/FS and Proposed Plan.

Community Acceptance considers whether the:local community |-
-agrees with EPA's-analyses and preferred’ alterniative. Comments .
received. on the: Proposed Plan are' an lmponant mdncator of
communlty acceptance

.

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 when combined would achieve

protectiveness through a combination of reducing

contaminant concentrations in groundwater and limiting

exposure to residual - contaminants through the
_implementation of governmental and informational
'institutipnal controls. Informational institutional controls
would help limit exposure by restricting the use of, and
access to, contaminated groundwater. Alternatives 2, 3,

and 4 also assume the control of contaminant migration

from the former Powerex facility. -

Alternative’ 2 would be protective in Area 1 through

reducing contaminant concentrations via extraction and

treatment of groundwater. - Protectiveness  under
Alternative 3 is achieved in Areas 1 and 2 through
reducmg contaminant - concentrations’ in-situ via the

injection of materials to facilitate the degradation of

" human health and environment,

contaminants, and protectiveness under Alternative 4 is

" achieved i in Areas 2 and 3 through reducing contaminant

concentrations via naturally occurring processes.

A long-term monitoring program for groundwater would
monitor the migration and fate of the contaminants and
ensure that human health is protected. Combined with
long-term  monitoring~ and institutional controls,
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would meet the RAOs.
Alternative 1 would not meet the RAOs in each’ of the
areas which they were evaluated.

Because Alternative 1: No Action is not protective of
it was eliminated from
consideration under the remaining evaluation criteria.

Compliance _with._Applicable _or__relevant _and

Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)

EPA and NYSDOH have promulgated health-based
protective MCLs (40 CFR Part 141, and 10 NYCRR § 5-
1.51 Chapter 1), which are enforceable standards for
various drinking water contaminants (chemical-specific
ARARs). If more than one such requirement applies to a
contaminant; compliance w1th the more strmgent ARAR

is required.

The aquifer is classified as Class GA (6 NYCRR 701.18),
meaning that it is designated as a potable water supply.
Because area groundwater is a source of drinking water,
achieving MCLs in the groundwater is an applicable or
relevant and appropriate standard.

In Area 1, Alternative 3 will potentially reach ARARs
sooner than Alternative 2. However, pilot studies would
be undertaken for Alternatives 2 and 3 to assess specific
remediation timeframes. Similarly, in Area 2, Alternative
3 will potentially reach ARARs sooner than Alternative
4. 'In Area 3, chemical-specific ARARs are expected to -
be attained through certain natural processes (dilution and
dispersion). Due to the uncertainty in the mass diffused
in the bedrock matrix, the remediation timeframes are
estimated. However, results of modeling of the matrix
diffusion process support a 30-year remedlatlon time -

' frame

Each of the altematwes would comply Wlth location- and

ac‘uon—specxﬁc ARARs.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Groundwater extraction and treatment under Alternative
2 is considered an effective technology for treatment of
contaminated - groundwater, if designed and constructed
properly. As discussed previously, the former Powerex




facility is the primary - source of groundwater
contamination. The design of an extraction system to
remediate the groundwater contamination in the D3 unit
would need to ensure that the potential for increased

drawdown of contamination to the .deeper bedrock .
intervals from the source areas is.addressed. Enhanced

in-situ - biological and abiotic remediation under
Alternative 3 has been demonstrated to be effective and

reliable at numerous sites for groundwater treatment for .

VOCs in contaminated areas. At the former Powerex
facility, a bench-scale pilot study was conducted in 2011
that demonstrated -the potential effectiveness of the
biogeochemical ‘transformation technology.
groundwater concentrations may rebound if there is
continued migration of VOCs from the former Powerex
facility. Active remediation may be required over the

long term to address continued migration of contaminants
In that event, the

from source areas into groundwater.
effectiveness of remedial measures at the former Powerex
facility would need to be evaluated by EPA.

"Indigenous bacteria capable of complete reductive
dechlorination of the contaminants may be localized at or

immediately downgradient of the former ~Powerex:

facility. In Areas 2 and 3, daughter products such as
vinyl chloride,
sporadically. Dispersion, diffusion, and dilution appear
‘to be the dominant natural attenuation mechanisms
identified for this Site. Therefore, MNA would be a
permanent solution and achieve long-term effectiveness.

V Reduction of Toxmtv, Mobllltv, or Volume Through
Treatment

' A]ternatives 2 and 3 reduce the toxicity and volume of
contaminants at the Site through treatment of
contaminated - groundwater.  Alternative 2 removes
contaminated groundwater and treats it via air stripping.
Alternative 3 uses biological and abiotic processes to
degrade contaminants in groundwater to less harmful
compounds. Alternative 4 relies on natural processes to
degrade contaminants and, hence, the reduction in
-toxicity; mobility, and volume may vary with location. In
Area 1, Alternative 2 would be the most effective at
reducing the mobility of the groundwater contamination

by extracting the contaminated groundwater. In Area 2,

Alternative 3 ‘would be most effective, if it can be
implemented properly since Alternative 4 relies on
dilution, dispersion, and diffusion to reduce the toxicity
‘and volume of contaminants. During the EAB under
Alternative- 3, and monitored natural attenuation
biological degradation processes, TCE and cis-1,2-DCE
could be transformed into the more toxic VC under
.anaerobic conditions  in the subsurface, prior to

However,-

ethane and ‘ethane are observed

degradation to the less toxic ethane. This transformation
would need to be monitored and managed to prevent
exposure via drinking contaminated water.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternatives 2 and 3 may have short-term impacts to
remediation workers, the public, and the environment
during implementation. The short-term impacts due to
Alternative 4 are minimal as it does not involve active
remediation. ‘Alternative 2 is expected to have higher
short-term impacts compared to Alternative 3. Remedy-
related construction (e.g., well installation and trench
excavation) under Alternative 2 would require disruptions
in traffic. In addition, Alternative 2 has aboveground
treatment components and infrastructure that may create
a minor noise nuisance and inconvenience for local
residents during construction. Exposure of workers, the
surrounding community and the local environment to
contaminants during implementation of the three.
alternatives is minimal. No difficulties are foreseen with
managing the required quantity of the injection material
needed in Alternative 3, as it is hon-hazardous. Drilling
activities, including the installation of monitoring,
injection, and extraction wells for Alternatives 2 and 3
could produce contaminated liquids that present some
risk to remediation workers at the Site. The potential for
remediation workers to have direct contact with
contaminants in groundwater could also occur when
groundwater remediation systems are operatmg under
Alternative 2. Alternative 2 could increase the risks of
exposure, ingestion, and inhalation of contaminants by
workers and the community because contaminated
groundwater would be extracted to the surface for
treatment. However, measures would be implemented to
mitigate “exposure risks through the use of personnel
protective equipment (PPE) and - standard health and
safety practices. Allthree alternatives include monitoring
that would provide the data needed  for proper
management of the remedial processes and measures to
address any potential impacts 'to the: community,
remediation workers, and the environment. Groundwater
monitoring and discharge of treated groundwater will
have minimal impact on workers responsible for periodic
sampling. The time frame to meet groundwater RAOs in
each of the three areas is difficult to predict, but is
expected to exceed 30 years. '

* Implementability
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‘equipment

All technologies under..Alternatives_ 2, 3, and 4 are

established  technologies with commercially available
and are implementable. However, the
1mp1cmentatlon of Alternatives 2 and 3 may be



challengihg due to the nature of the subsurface materials
and the depths of the contaminants. In Area 1,

Alternative 3 would be easier to implement than

Alternative 2 since it involves the installation of fewer
wells and a lesser amount of long-term operations. The
additional wells, well vaults, and underground piping and
electrical lines that would need to be constructed under

Alternative 2 would potentially cause higher disruption -

than Alternative 3 in the residential area. The bedrock

nature of the impacted unit and the large depths of -

impacts (approximately 200 feet deep) may present
technical difficulties under Alterndtive 2 and Alternative
3. Under Alternative 2, potential issues such as sinkhole
collapse induced by pumping would require the
development of preventative measures.
Alternative 3, some limitations may be encountered with
in-situ injections, including implementation issues due to
delivery of injected materials into bedrock at depth, and

Under - -

high levels of sulfate in the formation, which could .

compete with microbial processes that degrade VOCs.
Alternative 4 is the easiest alternative to implement since
no active remediation would be performed.

Each of these three alternatives would require routine
groundwater quality, performance, and administrative
monitoring, ~ including CERCLA five-year reviews.
Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 require periodic operation and
maintenance (O&M) for the life of the remedy.

" Cost

The estimated capital costs, O&M and present worth
costs are discussed in detail in the FS Report. The cost
~ estimates are based on the best available information.
Alternative 1: No Action has no cost because no activities
are implemented. The estimated capital, operation and
maintenance (O&M) and present worth cost for each of
the alternatives are presented below. The highest present
worth cost alternative is Alternative 2 in Area 1, at $53.8
million. o

Table 1: Summary of Altérnatives Cost

Area |:

Alternative 2 $20.05 M $281 M
Area 1:

Alternative 3 $16.29 M $163,300 $1832 M
Area 2:

Alternative3 | $10.36 M $163,300 $1239M
Area 2;

Alternative 4 $246,000 $134,000 SI91M
Area 3: - )

Alternative 4 $771,650 $274,900 $4.18 M
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' technologies
~developed and evaluated in the FS. It was constructed to

State/Suppoi’t 'Agencv Acceptance |

NYSDEC concurs with the preferred alternative.

Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the Preferred Alternative will
be evaluated after the public comment period ends and
will be described in the ROD for this Site. The ROD is
the document that formalizes the selection of the remedy
for a site. '

PREFERRED REMEDY

The Preferred Alternative represents a combination of
comprising the remedial alternatives

provide a comprehensive cost-effective remedy for the

~ Site recognizing the different characteristics of the three

areas. EPA, in consultation with NYSDEC, recommends
the combination of Alternative 3. Enhanced In-Situ
Biological and Abiotic Remediation for Area 1, and
Alternative 4: Monitored Natural Attenuation for Areas 2
and 3, as the Preferred Alternative. The estimated
present worth cost of EPA’s Preferred Alternative is
$24.41 million. The total estimated present worth cost of
Alternative 3: Enhanced In-Situ Biological and Abiotic
Remediation for Area 1 is $18.32 million, and the present
worth cost - of Alternative 4: Monitored Natural
Attenuation for Areas 2 and 3 is $1.91 million and $4.18
million, respectively.

Alternative 3 has the following key components: the in-
situ treatment of contaminated water to promote
reductive dechlorination of chlorinated solvents in the D3
zone in Area 1 and long-term monitoring in conjunction
with.implementation of institutional controls. Under this

~ alternative, both biological and abiotic processes are

enabled during the in-situ biogeochemical transformation
process to promote reductive dechlorination of

chlorinated solvents.  This alternative is a flexible
approach that could include a combination of one or more
process options to produce equivalent or better overall

treatment effectiveness. Potential process options include - -

the addition of a carbon source that enhances the
biological reductive dechlorination of the contaminants
by the microorganisms in the subsurface. Carbon is
delivered with lactate or other injectants, such as EVO or
whey. The amendments to be injected, injection dosages,
duration of injections, and frequency of supplemental .
injections will be determined during the remedial design.
The extraction and injection well network will be
designed with the placement of extraction wells at high
yield locations and the injection well locations would




likely be biased closer to flow paths. Flgure 3 provides
the conceptual éxtraction and injection well locations.

Alternative 4 in Area 2 and Area 3 involves monitoring
- of naturally occurring, in-situ processes, to decrease the
mass or concentration of contaminants in groundwater.
Under this alternative, additional monitoring wells as
shown in Figure 2 would be installed and included as part
of the monitoring well network.- Theé monitoring program

would consist of quarterly monitoring for parameters

such as VOCs, geochemical indicators and hydrogeologic
' parameters in the monitoring well network. Additional
modeling to evaluate the attenuation processes would be
performed and institutional controls would be relied upon
to limit exposure to contaminated groundwater.

Impacted residences would be connected to municipal
~ water for their future potable water needs. Existing
groundwater treatment systems at three dairy farms
would be maintained, as necessary, or connected to the
public water supply system. This action includes any
current or new residences that- are impacted by
_ contaminated groundwater at the Site. POETS will -be
provided, as necessary, and maintained, as part of this
action, until the connection to the public water supply is
completed.

The environmental benefits of the preferred remedy may
be enhanced by giving consideration, during the design,
to technologies and practices that are -sustainable in
accordance with EPA Region 2’s Clean and Green
Energy Policy.' This will include consideration of green
remediation technologies and practices.

A long-term groundwater and surface water monitoring
- program would be implemented to track and monitor
changes in the groundwater contamination and surface
water in Union Springs and ensure the RAOs are attained.
The results from the long-term monitoring program will

be used to evaluate the migration and changes in the.

VOC contaminants over time.

While this alternative will ultimately result in reduction

of contaminant levels in groundwater to levels that would -

allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, it will
take longer than five years to achieve these levels. As a
result, in accordance with EPA policy, the Site is to be
reviewed at least once every five years.

The Preferred Al_temative includes a contingency remédy.
The contingency remedy for Area | would be
implemented if it is determined that Alternative 3:

! See 'http://epa.zov/r'eoion2/supérfund/green remediation,
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Enhanced In-Situ Biological and Abiotic Remediation in

Area 1 and/or Alternative -4: Monitored Natural
Attenuation' in Area 2 is not achieving MCLs in a

reasonable timeframe and thus is not protective of human

health and the environment. The contingency remedy for

Area 1 will include Alternative 2: Groundwater Pump.
and Treat. The contingency remedy for Area 2 will
include Enhanced In-Situ Biological and Abiotic

Remediation. There is no contingency remedy for Area

3. : ' :

The former Powerex facility continues- to be a source of
VOC contamination to groundwater at this Site. As
mentioned previously, the source investigation and
response actions for the former Powerex facility are being
addressed by GE with NYSDEC oversight. Remedial
actions for the former Powerex facility are not the focus
of this decision - document, although successful
completion (i.e., source control or remediation) of the
source area(s) at the former Powerex facility is important
to the full realization of the benefits' of the Preferred
Alternative in this Proposed Plan. In the event that
source control is not successfully implemented pursuant
to New York State law, EPA may elect to evaluate
additional options at the former Powerex facility pursuant
to CERCLA to ensure the effectiveness of the Preferred
Alternative.

Basis for the Remedy Preference

While Alternative 2: Groundwater Pump and Tréat and

Alternative 3: Enhanced In-Situ Biological and Abiotic
Remediation both use proven technologies to actively
treat VOC-contaminated groundwater in Area 1,
Alternative 2 would be significantly more expensive to
construct and implement than Alternative 3. In Area 2,

“Alternative 3 would be significantly more expensive to

construct and implement than Alternative 4: Monitored
Natural Attenuation. Alternative 4 in Area 2 and Area 3
relies on reduced contaminant migration from upgradient

* areas and natural processes to achieve MCLs in the

groundwater,

Although the precise timeframe to achieve MCLs in the
groundwater is somewhat uncertain due to the continuing
source to groundwater contamination at the former
Powerex. facility and given the impact of the mass
diffused in the bedrock matrix, long-term groundwater
monitoring would ensure that RAOs are achieved at the -
Site. Mitigation in the form of POETS or public water
supply had been offered by the CCDOH to residents
whose drinking water wells are contaminated, and these
residents will be offered another opportunity to obtain
POETS or to connect to public water supply. - Therefore,



EPA and NYSDEC believe that Alternative 3: Enhanced

In-Situ Biological and Abiotic Remediation in Area 1,

and Alternative 4: Monitored Natural Attenuation in’

Areas 2 and 3 would be protective of human health and
the environment by effectively reducing the toxicity and

.volume of contaminated groundwater at the Site through

treatment, while providing the best balance of tradeoffs

among the alternatives with respect to the evaluation

criteria. .
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: CaYuga_County Health and Human Services Department_ |

_Elane M. Daly, R.N,, B.S.N .'
Director -

Eileen A. O'Connor, P.E.
Environment_al Health Director

August .6,720'1‘2

Isabe! R. Rodrigues
Remedial Project Manager
Wester New York Remediation Section
U.S. Environmenal Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20" Floor

- NY, NY 10007—1866

RE: Proposed Plan
o Cayuga County Groundwater Contamination Superfund site
Townships of Aurellus Springport, and Fleming and Vlllage of Union Spnngs

Cayuga County
DearMs. Rodrigues:

“The Cayuga County Health Department has reviewed the Propvosed Plan to remediate the contaminated .
_groundwater at the Cayuga County Groundwater Contammatlon Superfund site and has the following

comments:

1 This Proposed Plan is based upon the premise that the pubhc water currently prowded by Union
Springs has levels of contaminants less than the Federal and State MCL. This is not the case all

of the tlme

The Union Springs water treatment plant has two-significant deficiencies that result in potential
exposure to elevated levels of VOCs. The plant does not have redundancy in terms of its air
stripping capability as required by the Sub-part 5-1 of the New York State Sanitary Code. In

© addition, the generator for the water plantis not large enough to run the existing stripper as
well as the rest of the treatment plant during a power outage. This lack of a generator to run’
the entire plant is a violation of the Cayuga County Sanitary Code, and the Village was cited for
this violation during the Health Department’ s 2011 Sanitary Survey of the Uruon Springs pubhc

- water. system

tf there is a power outage, or if the stripper needs to be taken off-line due to mechanical iésues,
the residents may be exposed to contaminants exceeding the State MCLs. In addition, the
Proposed Plan states that it is expected to take at least.30 years to meet groundwater. Remedral
 Action Objectives. Therefore the Village must be in posmon to adequately remove the VOCs
* under all conditions for the next 30 years, and possibly longer. The existing strrpper and
associated equipment will likely need to be replaced a few times durmg that time period.
The Health Department believes that part of the remedial action to reduce the harmful effects -
“of the VOC contaminants on the residents of Union Springs must include the following:

« installation of a redundant air stripper




*  installation of a generator that can power the entire plant, mcludmg the air
stripper ’

* maintenance of the existing stripper and associated equrpment

* replacement of the stripper components when needed.

The Proposed Plan depends on the rmplementatron of mstrtutronal controls to protect pubhc
health. However, the details: regardmg what these controls would be are not included, making it
impassible for the Health Department to effectively comment on that part of the Plan.

The Proposed Plan states that the RI and FS reports have been made avallable to the pubhc The
EPA states that they encourage the public to review these documents to gam a more
comprehenswe understanding of the Site and the Superfund activities that have been
conducted. One of the evaluatlon criteria for choosing the remedral alternative for this site is
community acceptance.

These documents however have only been m'ade available for review in EPA’s office in New York
City and in the Seymour Public Library i in Auburn. In order to provide all the residents located
within the contaminated plume area, which stretches over seven miles, the Health Department
strongly requests that these reports be posted on EPA’s website.

The FS states that patent- protected products would most Irkely be used in enhanced in-situ-
biological and abiotic treatment. Are there any health concerns with these products, and will
~ these be present in the groundwater once it reaches the Village of_Unlon Springs water system. :

The FS states that an extraction and injection well system will be installed as part of the
enhanced in-situ biological and abiotic treatment option. Will these extraction wells only be
used for drawing samples? If no, what else will be extracted and why? Where will these
extractron wells be Iocated?

If the enhanced in- srtu bnologrcal and abiotic treatment is rmplemented rt is likely that more - -
vinyl chloride will be in the groundwater in areas that before had lower levels.” Since the vapor
pressure of vinyl chloride is greater than TCE or DCE, would this.increase the likelihood that .
vapor intrusion could be a health concern. How valid would the vapor intrusion study results be
if the groundwater contains more vinyl chlortde than when the study was performed?

The Plan states that the time frame for the preferred alternative exceeds 30 years. Which
alternative would more quickly accomplish the Remedial Action Obijectives?

v The Plan. states that if the remedy rmplemented does not achieve the ob]ect!ves in a reasonable
timeframe, a contingency remedy would be implemented. Please define reasonable timeframe.
Also, what specific triggers will result in the lmplementatron of the contmgency remedy?



9. When someone buiids a new home in the plume aréa, will the homeowners be required to
connect to the public water supply? If yes, under what legal authority will they be required?
Will the homeowner be prevehted from installing a well?” Again, under what legal authority will
they be prevauted? Are the requirements different if a farmer wants to install a new well?

10. Currently some homeowners have POET units installed by funding from NYS. These units are
maintained by the homeowner. The adequacy of each homeowner's maintenance program is
unknown. The Proposed Plan states that POETS will be provided, as necessary, and maintained,
as part-of this action, until the connection to the public water supply is completed. When will.
the maintenance of these existing units be provided? If bublic water is available, will the
property owner be required to connect? Does the plan provide for the cost of connection?

11. Currently some h_omeowners_ had wéll water with VOC contaminants, but either chose not to
have POET systems installed, or the contaminant levels were below the NYS standard. How will
these properties be handled? : ' ‘

12. Long term monitoring is listed as a common element in all"o_f the alternatives. The purposes
include to verify that the plume is not expanding, and to ensure that there is no unaccep‘table _
impact to downgrédient receptors. When will this monitoring commence? The CC HD has been |
sampling some homes for many'years. At this point we would like to requést that this activity .

be the responsibility of the EPA. '
*13. When will the specifics of the long term monitoring plan be available?

14. Many private wells were in place in the plume area before the existence of contaminated
groundwater was known. In addition, many wells have been installed-as part of the
groundwater contamination investigation. Have all of the aba_ndoned'Wells been properly
decommissioned to prevent additional pathways for contaminant flow? If no, will this be part of

“the Proposed Plan? ' :

Please call if you have any questions or need further information. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Wl

Eileerf-A. O'Connor
Environmental Health Divi_sion

Cc: Cayuga County Board of Health
Justin Deming, NYSDOH
John Strepelis/ Kevin Kenyon, NYSDOH



- Billage of Hnion Springs
- J.0. Box 99
 Mnion Springs, Netw Pork 13160
INCORPORATED 1848
- (315) 889-7341 ¢ Faux (315) 889-7342

‘September 14 2012

“Isabel R. Rodriguez
Remedial Project Manager
Western New York Remediation Section
United States Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway, 20th fioor .
New York, NY 10007 — 1866

RE: Proposed Plan Cayuga County Groundwater Contamination Superfund Site
- Townships of Aurelius, Springport and Flemlng and Village of Union-Springs,
Cayuga County - Interim Achons

Dear Ms. RodngueZ'

in response to the Proposed Plan to remedlate contamlnated groundwater at the Cayuga County groundwater
contamination Superfund site, the Village has the following comments:

The Superfund site contamination has flowed from the site to contaminate the water supply for the \fnllage There
is no recognition in the Plan of the difficuity and expense incurred by the Village in the interim between the
discovery of the contamination.more than 10 years ago and the planned elimination of the contamination in the
next 7 to 30 years." :

The Village water system is serving more than 3000 people. To date, the Village has incurred some $250,000 in
costs to construct a water stripper tower for its water supply ,

' The Village has incurred and is incurring some $36,000 a year in operation and maintenance costs of the
stripper. These expenses to our taxpayers have been necessary to treat the drinking water of the Village and
bring it within federal and state standards. »

“In addition, the Village plans to add a backup generator sufficient to run the stripper tower, for an additional
expense.

These costs were necessitated only by the VOC contamination.

The Proposed Plan may have been misleading in it's comments regarding the present condition of the water.
The raw water from the wells arriving at the Village stripper tower continues to exceed state standards of
contamination by volatile organic compounds. It is only after treatment that water meets state standards.

As the interim period continues, costs of energy and chemicals will surely increase.
- The costs over the last 11 years were approximately $650,000, and looking forward we will incur an additional
- $250,000 to $1,100,000 based only on today's cost of power and chemicals.

The ‘Proposed Plan does not take into account these impacts on our community during this interim period.
\\/ery truly yours,

~Johan Lehton-en
Mayor
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EPA and General Electric Company Sign Agreement to Protect Drmking
' Water at Cayuga County, New York Superfund Slte

- Drinking Water Impactedvby Volatile Organic Compoun_ds

 Cantact: Michas! Basile (716) 551-4410; basile.michael @epa.gov

(New York, N.Y. — _Se_pt.~19.'201'2) The U.S. Environme'ntal Protectiocn Agency has signed an

~agreement with the General Electric Company requiring the company td take over the maintonance and
replace, if necessary, treatment Systems on wells that sup'ply_drinkhg water to four propertias within the
Cayuga County Groundwater Contamination Superfund site. GE will pay $50,000 of the EPA's past

costs associated with the site, as well as the EPA's costs of overseeing the work under the agreement

_The drinking water of many properties had become contaminated by vo!atnle organic compounds that
seeped into 1he ground water from a facility on Genessee Straet in Aubum N.Y. GE and a related

- company, Powerex, Ine., manufacturad semiconductors at the site. Volatile orgamc compounds can
cause serious damage to people s health and the environment. In late 2000, in response to \'
contamination detected in drinkmg water wells, the EPA vnstalled treatmsnt Systems at 55 properties ln
order to provide safe drinkmg water. All but the four properues inciuded in the agreement ware
eventually connectad to publlc water suppnes The EPA has been mamtainmg the four treatment
systems since 2001, : '

“This agreement allows EPA to continue the imp’oriant work of addressing toxic contamination at this
Site without having tax payers foot the bill,” said Jﬁdi‘h A. Enck, EPA Regional Administrator. “The work
to be conducted by GE at this stte wnll ensure that the water from theSe four dnnk.ng water systems
contmues to be protected " '
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For more information on the Cayuga County Ground Water Contamination Superfund|site, H& NS
 httpi/iwww.epa.goviregion02/superfund/nplicayuga, :

Follow EPA Reglon 2 on Twitter at http:/fwitter.com/eparegion?2 and visit our Facebbok pags,
hitp:/fiwww.facebook.com/eparegion2.
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